REMARKS 



Claims 1-17 are now pending in the application. A minor amendment has been 
made to Claim 3 to simply overcome the rejection of this claim under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12. 
This amendment to Claim 3 results in a claim that is at least of equivalent scope to 
originally filed Claim 3 and, thus, is not a narrowing amendment. The Examiner is 
respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the rejections in view of the 
amendments and remarks contained herein. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claim 3 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
Applicant regards as the invention. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The wording "optical distance" recited in Claim 3 means a physical distance 
between the reflection area part and the phase difference plate. The optical distance 
between two layers may be regulated by the thickness of the phase difference plate to 
make uniform the phase difference between external light reflected from the reflection 
area part and the light from the rear light source. Applicant has amended claim 3 to 
delete the word "optical", so there can be no doubt that the distance is a physical 
distance. Applicants respectfully assert that Claim 3 is in full compliance with 35 U.S.C. 
§112, second paragraph, 
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Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 and 35 U.S.C. § 103 



Claims 1-4, 11-13, 15 and 17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Kubo et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,295,109). Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kubo et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,295,109) 
applied to claims 1-3, and further in view of Maruyama et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,667,788). 
Claim 16 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kubo et 
al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,295,109) in view of claims 1-3. These rejections are respectfully 
traversed. 

The optical element according to the present invention comprises a polarizer, a 
reflecting layer and at least one phase difference plate disposed so that only the light 
transmitted through the transmission area part is incident to the phase difference plate. 
The optical element having the above construction can return light reflected from the 
reflecting layer to the light source side without transmission through the phase 
difference plate and can transmit only light, which has been passed without being 
reflected from the reflecting layer, through the phase difference plate, resulting in 
enhancing the utilization efficiency of light. More specifically, when only light other than 
light reflected from the reflection area part (light-shielding layer 7) is incident to the 
phase difference plate 6, the light reflected from the reflection area part is not absorbed 
in the linearly polarizing plate 9 as shown in Fig. 1 . 

On the other hand, the optical element disclosed in Kubo (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,295,109) comprises a polarizer 9, a reflecting layer (reflective region 3 and 
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transmissive region 8) and a phase difference plate (phase compensation plate 12) 
disposed between the polarizer and the phase difference plate. Thus, the phase 
difference plate is not disposed so that only the light transmitted through the 
transmission area part (region 8) is incident to the phase difference plate (see Fig. 3). 
Therefore, the claimed optical element can be distinguished from Kubo's element. 

Further, Kubo and Maruyama (U.S. Pat. No. 6,667,788) fail to disclose or 
suggest that the utilization efficiency of light can be enhanced by virtue of the element 
construction of the present invention. That is, a light reflected from the reflecting layer 
can return to the light source and only light passed without being reflected from the 
reflecting layer can transmit through the phase difference plate. 

Thus, Applicant respectfully asserts that the invention as defined by the claims is 
not disclosed or suggested by the prior art. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully assert 
the claims are patentable over the cited references. 

Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action, and as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt 
and favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the 
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Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 



Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248)641-1600 

MEH/kq 
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Respectfully submitted, 





